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G E N E R A L A R T I C L E S A N D 
R E P O R T S . 

SOYA FLOUR. 
At the present time when all kinds of adulterants 

are being employed by many bakers in the manufacture 
of bread, and the food rations, and bread rations in 
particular, are considerably reduced, it is of the utmost 
importance that the public should take what steps they 
can to obtain a bread which contains a relatively high 
percentage of assimilable proteins. Many of the " war 
breads " which have been manufactured of late cannot 
be characterised as satisfactory and desirable products 
especially in view of the cases of acute indigestion 
which have been directly attributed to the use of such 
bread. One of the " Die Hard " fallacies, which con
tinues to be promulgated by some members of the 
Scientific and Medical professions with obstinate regu
larity, is that the protein content of a food is an abso
lute indication as to its nutritive value. Nothing could 
be much more misleading or erroneous. It is quite 
possible for a food to contain a high percentage of 
substances described as proteins and yet to possess 
very little or no nutritive value for the average person 
inasmuch as many of the substances described as pro
teins may be entirely indigestible or nearly so. The nutri
tive value of any food to any given person is largely 
dependent upon the idiosyncrasies of the person, the 
amount of available protein present in the food, and 
certain other factors. 

Owing to the present shortage of cereals and the 
possible shortage of the meat supply, it is necessary to 
look to other sources for the supply of such foods as 
will best make up the deficiency of meat and cereals in 
the dietary and in this connection undoubtedly the 
legumes claim attention. 

The Soya Bean, which contains a very high per
centage of proteins, has for many years been a staple 
article of food with large numbers of people in the Far 
East, and if the beans are deprived of their excess of 
fat and suitably prepared in other ways they are capable 
of affording a very valuable food for the people of 
European Countries. W e have recently examined a 
preparation known as " Homco " Soya Flour manu
factured by the Hull Oil Manufacturing Co. Ltd. , and 
the results of the examination show that the flour con
tains 42 per cent. of proteins while only 1·64 per cent. 
of oil remains in the flour. From investigations which 
have been carried out upon " Homco " Soya Flour, 
the protein contents appear to be in a digestible and 
easily assimilable state. In the process of manufac
ture the beans are cooked by steam, and so treated as 
to rid the resultant product of the raucous beany 
flavour. 

Soya Flour prepared in the manner which has resulted 
in the production of " Homco " constitutes a very 
valuable food, particularly suitable as an addition to 
flour in bread making. W e have had an opportunity 
of examining samples of bread manufactured with 5, 
10 and 15 per cent. of " Homco " Flour, respectively, 
and the breads were palatable and in every way satis
factory while the proportion of proteins was appre
ciably increased. A further point which is deserving of 
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attention, particularly at the present time, is the 
fact that bread made with " Homco " Soya Flour un
doubtedly remains in a moist condition very much 
longer than ordinary bread. 

BEER AS FOOD. 
W e fully agree with The Morning Advertiser that 

the principle of looking at both sides of the question 
when an article of food or drink is arraigned before 
the Food Controller is eminently wise. Before pro
hibitions or restrictions are imposed on economic 
grounds the debtor and creditor account of the com
modity concerned should be carefully looked into and a 
balance struck. Mr. ANEURIN W I L L I A M S , Mr. DUNCAN 
MILLAR, and others of their kind do not hold this view 
where beer is concerned. They want the tap turned off 
without regard to the fact, to which attention has been 
repeatedly directed, that science and experience prove 
that beer is a convenient, palatable, and valuable form 
of food. As to the testimony of science on the point, 
we have the report of the Royal Society's Committee 
on Food—a body upon which the so-called Strength of 
Britain Movement was strongly represented. In that 
report it was admitted that the food value of beer was 
such that in order to derive a higher food value from 
the raw materials of brewing it would be necessary to 
consume those materials directly as 'human food. The 
loss of food value involved in employing the materials 
as feeding for live stock it was pointed out would be 
very considerable, and the prohibition of their use as 
cattle food would have to be a corollary of the prohibi
tion of brewing if any economic advantage was to be 
derived. It has since been pointed out, moreover, that 
according to the figures, and to the standard adopted 
by the committee, the food value of the yearly produc
tion of the breweries before the war was equal to that of 
nearly one-fourth of the total meat supply for the same 
period. It is hopeless to expect that these facts will 
receive any recognition from the noisy fanatics who 
clamour for prohibition and seek to achieve it in the 
disguise of a necessary food economy. But popular 
opinion undoubtedly expects that the Government will, 
in any circumstances that may arise, be guided in this 
mat ter by reason, and not by fanaticism. 

FOOD ADULTERATION IN GERMANY. 
The Hun being by nature a thief, it is not surpris

ing that he should exercise his proclivities on his own 
people. According to a certain Professor SCHWALBE 
the shortage of food has been exploited in Germany by 
the Hun food adulterator. Enquiries addressed by 
SCHWALBE to fifty food regulation authorities revealed 
what he describes as a dreadful state of affairs. 
According to one of these authorities food substitutes 
were innumerable. In September, 1915, steps were 
taken to prevent the manufacture and sale of food
stuffs b y " undesirables," but the expected effect was 
not obtained, and in May, 1916, regulations had to 
be issued, making compulsory the publication, on the 
wrapper or case, of the manufacturer 's name, the date 
of manufacture, the composition, quantity and price. 
Supplementary regulations had to be issued in June 
and August, as the shortage of fats had created irre
sistible temptations. The penalties for infringing 

these regulations included imprisonment up to six 
months and fines up to 1,500 marks. But again the 
genius of the substitute maker surmounted these 
obstacles. As a relatively mild example, SCHWALBE 
gives the case of a manufacturer who put pictures of a 
bull's and pig 's head on the wrapper of his meat 
substitute, and claimed that each packet, weighing 
about 60 grains, was sufficient to make " cut le ts ," 
" beefsteak," or minced meat Königsberg dumplings 
for two or three persons. This preparation was found 
on analysis to consist principally of leguminous flour, 
peeled barley flour, and small quantities of powdered 
mushroom and spices. 

THE WASTE OF FOOD. 
At a recent meeting of the Hereford Town Council 

some very pertinent remarks were made by the Mayor 
in an address to the Council—remarks which are 
worthy of repetition.—Referring to the necessity of 
conserving the bread supplies of the country, his wor
ship observed that the country was very near compul
sory rationing, in the matter of bread at any rate. 
For several weeks past he had had to send up a report 
on food conditions in the city, and he had made it his 
business to gather accurate accounts of the food con
ditions. One of the questions asked w a s : " Is there 
any evidence of waste going on particularly in the 
matter of b r e a d ? " and he very much regretted to say 
there was evidence of waste going on in the city, 
particularly in the matter of bread. He had seen it 
and it was reported that considerable amounts of bread 
were being thrown away in the streets. 

That was actually a crime at the present time, and 
certainly it ought to be treated as such. They were 
asked to eat less—to restrict their feeding. That was 
difficult for many, and impossible for a great many to 
do, but it was perfectly easy for everybody to avoid 
throwing away food. Nobody could say they could 
not avoid doing that. In some districts of the city it 
was positively a disgrace to see the quantity of bread 
thrown away on the roadside. It would be nothing 
short of a national calamity if the people allowed them
selves to drift into compulsory rationing of bread. 
It would cause enormous expense, a great deal of 
hardship, and as the Germans expected and hoped, 
a great deal of discontent, especially in industrial 
circles. It would suit the purpose of the Germans to 
cause this discontent as well as it would to cause 
actual starvation. It was within their own power to 
prevent this in the course of the next few weeks, if 
they liked, and it behoved everybody to be as careful 
as they could in the matter of food. It had been the 
universal experience that whatever their enemies 
thought had turned out incorrect. They appeared to be 
totally incapable of understanding the people of other 
nations, and he hoped this would be the case in the 
matter of meeting the U boat menace. The people of 
this city and country should have sufficient self-control 
to prevent it becoming necessary to ration them in the 
matter of bread. That was undoubtedly what the 
Germans were aiming at, and they in England could 
prevent it if they wished. It was the duty of the 
members of the Council, in season and out of season, 
to preach this doctrine of avoiding waste, and reducing 
consumption. 
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LEAD CHROMATE IN "EGG POWDER." 
W h a t our contemporary The Medical Officer calls 

an " i n t e r e s t i n g " sample of " e g g - p o w d e r " was 
taken by the St. Pancras ' Health Department in June, 
1915, which on analysis was found to be coloured 
with chromate of lead. It appears that attention was 
first drawn to the matter through the Local Govern
ment Board, lead chromate having been found in a 
sample of " egg powder " which was purchased in a 
London suburb and was found to have been made in 
St. Pancras. The powder was made by a corn-
chandler who sold it in four shops of his own in and 
about London, but did not supply other shopkeepers. 
The vendor readily admitted that the pigment employed 
was " chrome yellow (medium)," which he obtained 
from an oil and colour shop, and that the formula in 
use was 2 ounces of chrome yellow to 14 pounds of 
"egg powder ." He further said that he had no idea 
that chrome yellow contained lead, and that he and 
his father before him had made " e g g p o w d e r " in 
this way for many years. He had never heard of any 
ill effects from its use, although it was used in his own 
household. 

The Public Analyst certified the powder to contain 
0·56 per cent. (39·2 grains per pound) of lead chromate 
(Pb Cr O4), which is equivalent to 0358 per cent. 
(25·06 grains per pound) of lead and 0·088 per cent. 
(6·16 grains per pound) of chromium. The pigment 
was not evenly distributed, however, and in one por
tion he 'found as much as 1·40 per cent. (98·0 grains 
per pound) of Pb Cr O4, equal to 0·895 per cent. (62·65 
grains per pound) of lead and 0·228 per cent. (15·96 
grains per pound) of chromium. The Medical Officer 
points out that the so-called " egg " powders com
monly sold consist of " ordinary baking-powder, to 
which a yellow pigment has been added in order to 
give cakes, etc. , a colour similar to that produced by 
eggs," and we may observe in this connection that the 
sale of an article as " egg powder " which contains 
no. trace of eggs or of any substance having the char
acters of eggs and deliberately coloured yellow (gener
ally with a coal-tar dye) for the obvious purpose of 
deception should be regarded and treated as a serious 
offence under the Food and Drugs Acts. The instruc
tions given with the powder were " a full teaspoonful 
to 1 pound of flour." 

A number of samples of various other makes of 
"egg p o w d e r " and " c u s t a r d p o w d e r " were taken 
in consequence of this discovery, but they were found 
to be free from poisonous metals 

A STANDARD QUALITY FOR MILK. 
At a recent meeting of the Islington Borough 

Council, a vigorous discussion was occasioned by the 
presentation of a report from the public health com
mittee referring to the evil effects which are likely to 
flow from the decision in the case of Hunt v. Richard
son and requesting that the Board of Agriculture be urged 
to prescribe a legal standard for merchantable milk 
and to make it a punishable offence for any person to 
sell milk below that standard as genuine milk. Fol
lowing the decision mentioned it appears that a plea 
of " milk straight from the cow " and not tampered 
with is an adequate defence in a prosecution for milk 

deficient in fat, the exact effect of finding the milk to 
contain less than three per cent. of fat being simply 
to raise the presumption that the milk is not genuine 
and to shift the burden of proof from the prosecutor to 
the defendant. 

In compiling their report the committee was largely 
influenced by a former report made by the solicitor to 
the council, in which the present legal aspect of the 
plea of warranty in milk prosecutions was carefully 
discussed in all its bearings. As soon, however, as 
the report was introduced it was vigorously assailed 
on the grounds that it had been " conceived and devel
oped either in prejudice or in a spirit of supreme con
tempt for fac ts ." As a specimen of the arguments 
which were used to bolster up this extraordinary charge 
we may quote the contention of a certain member of 
the council who declared that " underlying this report 
there is a distinct refusal to accept nature as she i s ; 
a desire to readjust the animal kingdom after a man-
made standard and in direct defiance of the plans of a 
wise Creator ." Much capital, too, was made out of 
the contention that the cow was a capricious animal— 
it was even suggested that this character was due to 
her sex—and that constitution, condition, tempera
ture, and other causes affect both quantity and quality 
of milk. The latter part of this statement is certainly 
true, but as these factors are well within the control 
of a dairy farmer they do not form a substantial plea 
on behalf of poor milk. On the other hand it was 
argued that the duty of the council was to see that the 
milk supplied to consumers was as pure and rich in 
quality as possible, and that in drawing the attention 
of the Board of Agriculture to the possible evil effects 
of the decision there was nothing hurtful to honest 
farmers or milk dealers. I t was also pointed out 
that three per cent. of fat was a fair standard. It was 
lower than the three-and-a-half per cent. standard 
adopted generally in the United States, and there was 
no reason why farmers should be encouraged to send into 
London milk which did not reach that moderate per
centage of fat. Upon this point being raised another 
member drew attention to an official report which 
showed that all samples taken at railway stations in 
1904 were over 3·7 per cent., but when the milk 
reached the consumer it was under 3 per cent. Prose
cution in such cases could not be regarded as a 
hardship on innocent persons. As is usually the case 
when vested interests are at stake there was consider
able warmth of feeling displayed in the course of the 
debate, but the would-be friends of the wretched cow 
who is physically and physiologically unable to pro
duce 3 per cent. of fat in her milk did not succeed, 
with all their rhetoric, in carrying the day, for, on a 
show of hands being taken, twenty-eight voted for the 
recommendation and eleven against.—The Medical 
Officer. 

THE DUBLIN MILK SUPPLY. 

According to a report in The Freeman's journal 
(Dublin) a serious indictment of the quality of the 
milk supply of Dublin is made by Dr. D. HOUSTON, of 
the Royal College of Science, who has made a special 
study of the bacteriology of milk. Dr. HOUSTON has 
sent a communication on the matter to Dr. E. COEY 
Bigger, Medical Commissioner of the Local Govern-
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ment Board for Ireland, who has embodied it in his 
report on child welfare. 

" So far as the country as a whole is concerned," 
Dr. HOUSTON says, " I am afraid there is a woeful 
lack of cleanliness as well as inattention to such de
tails as straining and cooling. In a large number of 
cases the milk delivered is so foul and acid that it 
cannot stand, without curdling, the ordinary pasteuris
ing temperature of 185 degrees F . " I have examined 
from time to time a large number of samples of Dublin 
milk—in one series about sixty—the plan being to 
make out a list of registered milk-shops from the 
Directory, selecting at random, but covering districts 
ranging from Rathfarnham to Clontarf, and Glasnevin 
to Ballsbridge. On the whole the milks fall below the 
usual standard of purity so far as bacterial pollutions 
are concerned. It was also discovered that some 
samples of the supply sold under the description 

pasteurised milk ' were among the lowest grades of 
all. This is always the result if the pasteurisation is 
inefficiently done. 

Contamination. 
" One of the tests for contamination by fresh dung 

is the ' bacillus coli ' test. Clean milk—that is, care
fully handled milk, clean cows, clean milkers, and 
clean cans—never contains bacillus coli; dirty milk, 
in the bacteriological sense, always does. In the 
series of Dublin milks I refer to very few samples 
indeed passed this test. Another test for the presence of 
a harmful, gas-forming bacterium was found to be posi
tive in a large number of cases. In connection with 
this, I may mention that a well-known medical man in 
Dublin was concerned over an intestinal trouble affect
ing one of his children, and at last suspected the milk. 
He sent me a sample; when tested it was found to 
contain this particular germ in considerable numbers, 
and so the cause of the trouble became known. It is 
fairly certain that a great deal of illness among cow-
milk-fed infants and children generally is due to impure 
milk. And, as if these risks were not serious enough, 
they are deliberately added to by dosing the dirty milk 
with boric acid preservatives. 

The Use of Preservatives. 
To me it is unthinkable to allow the use of preserva

tives in milk. There is at least some safeguard in 
souring, first the lactic acid prevents to a large extent 
the growth of the other bacteria present, and second, 
it tells the approach of unfitness. I have had cases 
over and over again of preservatives inhibiting the 
souring germs, but not the really harmful ones, and so 
mothers are tricked into giving their infants apparently 
good (because sweet) milk, when in point of fact the 
milk is unfit for feeding a child. I have been given 
cream in tearooms in Dublin so heavily dosed with pre
servative that its presence was easily recognised by the 
taste alone. Generally, with regard to the purity (that 
is, bacteriological purity) of the Dublin milk supply so 
far as I have had time to investigate it, I find that there 
is considerable, very considerable, room for betterment. 
The past season has been, in my experience, the worst 
for years. For example, requiring a gallon or two of 
fairly pure milk for my experimental work, it took me 
exactly a fortnight to get a milk that would pass my 
test. Some samples were sour, others would not sour 

at all for days, a large number contained heat-re
sisting germs that exposure to live steam for twenty 
minutes would not kill, many contained gas-formers, 
and the majority were positive to the bacillus coli test. 
In souring tests a few formed jelly-like curd, some 
curdled and then peptonised, others formed gaseous 
curd, and in others again the curd quickly separated 
from the whey, which tasted rankly acid. 

Deadly Bacilli. 
" And upon all these types of milk the Dublin 

children are fed—it is no wonder at all that the chances 
of life with infants born in Dublin are less during the 
first twelve months than that of our fighting men in the 
trenches in France. Bad milk takes its place beside 
insanitary conditions of life and low feeding as a factor 
in producing the high infant mortality in this city. 
Purity of milk in the official as well as the public mind 
seems simply to be a question as to whether its food 
value has been reduced by the intentional addition of 
wa te r . " 

Commenting on this communication, Dr. BIGGER 
points out that Dr. HOUSTON has not referred to the 
presence of the tubercle bacillus in milk, the organism 
that is probably the most dangerous of all the milk 
bacteria to infants. Tuberculosis accounts for about 
2 i per cent. of the deaths of infants under one year, 
and the trend of scientific investigation goes to show 
that tuberculosis in infants is more commonly of the 
bovine type, and is acquired from cow's milk rather 
than from infection by human beings. Having referred 
to the Milk Commission's report and the various ways 
in which milk may be contaminated, Dr. BIGGER says 
that the fear that milk may be contaminated is a 
very real one is shown by the fact that it was proved 
recently that some of the milk supplied to London con
tained on an average more than 3,000,000 bacteria per 
cubic centimetre—approximately the quantity contained 
in sewage. Such milk should be used only for cook
ing, and is quite unfit for human, and especially infant 
food, in its raw state. It is unfortunate that the 
Dairies, Cowsheds, and Milkshops Order, which 
enabled the local authorities to see that the milk sold 
was pure and good, has not always been rigidly en
forced by them. Nevertheless, since it came into force 
there has been generally a very great improvement in 
the conditions under which milk is produced and sold. 

Patent Foods. 

" Milk, though the chief food for infants ," Dr. 
BIGGERS adds, " is not the only one. Many patent 
foods are sold. Some of these are excellent in their 
way, but some are dangerous. Many, for instance, 
which are stated to be suitable for infants from birth 
are found to contain, when prepared according to the 
directions for use, a large proportion of unaltered 
starch. Infants cannot digest starch earlier than the 
sixth month as a rule ; it is wrong, therefore, to per
mit the sale of such foods. They both imperil the 
child's life and waste the mother 's money." 

TUBERCULOUS BEEF FOR HUMAN FOOD. 
The Glasgow Herald publishes the following letters 

on this sub j ec t :—"Si r ,—In the Glasgow Herald of 
the 16th inst., under the heading " General Scottish 
N e w s , " a paragraph appears on the subject of " The 
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Use of Tuberculous Beef." The Town Council of 
Paisley are reported as having received a communica
tion from the Public Health Committee " in connec
tion with the necessity for utilising all meat as far as 
possible," and the Local Government Board are re
presented as holding the view " that those portions of 
a carcase partially affected with general tuberculosis 
might be used as food if sterilised. This applied to 
portions not visibly affected." The Town Council was 
asked if they would support the sale of such meat. 
Very wisely, the matter was delayed for a month. 
On reading the paragraph I could hardly believe that 
such a proposition would be entertained for a moment ; 
but from the report it appears that Aberdeen, Dundee, 
and Hamilton have already adopted the sale of meat 
from tuberculous animals, knowing it to be tuberculous, 

and other burghs were favourably considering the 
quest ion." 

To contend with the spreading of tuberculosis, after 
a hard fight on the part of the medical profession and 
the sanitary authorities, a Public Health Act was 
passed controlling the issue of unsound food to the 
public, and here we have a proposal directed against 
all the principles of public health. This is the evil 
aspect of the movement. Possibly the flesh of tubercu
lous animals may be rendered harmless by sterilisation, 
but to infringe the provisions of an Act for the special 
protection of the public is a great evil. Grant
ing permission to sell tuberculous meat in any form 
removes an important safeguard. If the author
ities allow this, how can they any longer condemn, as 
recently they have done, and in large quantities, the 
so-called " sterilised beef " dumped into this country 
because it was unsaleable in the United States? Nor 
could they logically interfere with the sale of milk from 
tuberculous cows, if only they were assured that it 
was sterilised. Doubtless pressure has been brought 
to bear upon the Local Government Board with the 
very laudable object of fully utilising our food supply; 
but the food problem surely has not assumed such a 
serious aspect as to require our people to eat tuber
culous flesh. The Local Government Board suggests 
the possibility of reclaiming condemned meat by steri
lisation. But they have not the power to allow its 
sale. All condemned meat must be destroyed. Hence 
they have not the courage of their opinion. Other
wise they would have issued an Order on the subject. 
They know that they could not legally do so. The 
action of the local authority in the matter would seem to 
be quite specific. If the "Public Health Act is to be 
operative diseased food must be seized and brought 
before a justice. If he is satisfied that it is diseased 
it must not be exposed for sale. The action of such 
local authorities as have fallen victims to the craze for 
feeding the population with portions of carcases which 
could not be passed as whole carcases would seem, 
therefore, to stand in direct contradiction to the Public 
Health Act, and one wonders whether any member of 
Parliament is sufficiently interested in the protection 
of the food standard to ask questions in the House of 
Commons as to such malversation of powers' as is in
dicated in the Freibanks which are being copied from 
Germany so liberally at the present time. Therefore, 
in place of issuing an Order, the Local Government 
Board are, through their veterinary inspector, asking 

the Town Council of Paisley, " Would they support the 
sale of the meat of cattle affected with general tuber
culosis as far as concerns the portions not visibly 
affected, if steril ised?" Surely the Local Government 
Board are not trying to make a catspaw of a local 
authority and unwittingly tempting them to break the 
law, and to make their meat market a dumping ground 
for diseased cattle. To utilise a little over two tons 
of meat, exactly one ounce per head to the population 
per annum, the townspeople of Paisley are to be placed 
in doubt as to the pure condition of their food supply, 
and their Town Council is asked to encourage a very 
improper act. An attempt to do this ought certainly 
to meet with strong opposition. The operation of the 
Public Health Act has had a great influence in reducing 
the number of cases of bovine tuberculosis most com
monly met with amongst the poor in hospital practice. 
Prior to the Act the disease was very common, although 
the infected food, with the exception of milk, must 
have been cooked and thereby sterilised (?).—I am, 
etc., DAVID N E W M A N , M.D. 
Glasgow. May 21st, 1917. 

Sir,—I was pleased indeed to see in your issue of 
to-day that a member of the medical profession had 
taken up the cudgels against this outrageous proposal. 
One is frequently reminded nowadays of the remark 
that there are more fools outside the walls of our 
asylums than inside, and never perhaps was the truth 
of this better exemplified than in the resolution to use 
tuberculous meat to rear a healthy populace. Such a 
suggestion cannot but be, in the minds of all sane-
thinking individuals, a sad reflection on the intelli
gence of those who make it. For years those inter
ested in such matters have been strenuously fighting 
against one of the greatest scourges of the day— 
namely, tuberculosis, and it is appalling to think that 
at one fell swoop all that endeavour has to be swept 
away because of the ignorance of those in power. The 
thought is utterly revolting to healthy-minded people. 
Better have no meat at all than resort to such practices. 
This is indeed a serious question at a time like the 
present, when our healthy young manhood is being cut 
off or maimed by the horrors of war, and our medical 
profession is considerably depleted from the same cause. 

Those who return will have quite enough difficulties 
to face in the way of disease when this war is all over 
without adding to them preventable evils. Trust ing 
those in authority will take measures to prevent such 
terrible risks being taken, I am, etc., 
Glasgow. May 22nd, 1917. F . M 'D . W . 

" E G G " POWDER. 
At a meeting of the Kesteven (Lincolnshire) County 

Council at Sleaford on May 9th, Sir JOHN THOROLD, 
Bart, Chairman of the Council, presiding, the Quarterly 
Report of the Public Analyst for the County (Colonel 
C. E. CASSAL) was submitted for consideration. In 
his Report the Public Analyst observed that two 
samples of " E g g Powder " submitted for analysis 
under the Acts were found to be devoid of eggs, or of 
any substance having the composition and character of 
eggs, but that in the absence of any legal or generally-
accepted definition of " egg powder " he did not fee. 
in a position, without specific instructions, to issue certi-
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ficates for prosecution on these samples. The County 
Council decided to make a s t rong representation to the 
Local Government Board on the subject. 

WAR BREAD. 
At an inquest recently conducted by the Borough 

Coroner of Croydon, it was stated that indigestion, 
caused by eating " war b read , " brought about the 
death of Mrs. ELIZABETH HENTON, a widow, aged eighty-
one years, of Bynes Road, Croydon. A witness stated 
that the old lady was found lying on her bed partly 
dressed. She was breathing faintly, and that her last 
words were " that b r e a d ! " 

The Coroner is reported to have observed that the 
deceased was not the only person who had said " that 
b r e a d ! " or " that horrid b read ! " 

Medical evidence showed that death was due to syn
cope. The jury's verdict was that " death was due 
to syncope set up by indigestion." 

ROYAL SANITARY INSTITUTE. 
A meeting of the Royal Sanitary Institute will be 

held a t the Town Hall, Weston-Super-Mare, on Sat
urday, June 30th, when a discussion will take place 
upon " Meat Inspection Problems ." Short papers 
opening the discussion will be contributed by W . G. 
Savage, M.D. , B.Sc., Medical Officer of Health for 
Somerset, on " Meat Inspections in Rural Dis t r ic ts ," 
and by G. M. McGregor, Meat Inspector for Cardiff, 
on " Cold Storage and Meat Inspection." The chair 
will be taken at 11.30 a.m. by W . G. Howarth, M.D. , 
D . P . H . The following speakers propose taking part 
in the discussion: J. Tubb-Thomas, L .R .C.S .E . , 
D . P . H . , Medical Officer of Health, W i l t s ; E. Walford, 
M.D. , Medical Officer of Health, Cardiff; J. Wallace, 
M.D. , Medical Officer of Health, Weston-Super-Mare; 
W . F . J. Whitley, M.B. , D . P . H . , Medical Officer of 
Health, Swindon. Those proposing to attend to take 
part in the discussion can obtain a copy of the papers 
to be read on application to the Secretary of the 
Institute, 90, Buckingham Palace Road, London, S .W. , 
three days before the meeting. 

P A R L I A M E N T A R Y . 

THE USE OF RAW SUGAR. 
In the House of Commons on May 2nd, Sir H. 

DALZIEL asked whether, with a view to economising 
time, labour, and material, and also the saving of 
cost, sugar at present sent to refineries will in future 
be offered for sale to the public in its raw state under 
control of the Sugar Commission; and, if not, what 
were the objections to this course being adopted. 

Captain BATHURST: The Food Controller has already 
considered this proposal most carefully, but, having 
regard to the physical condition in which the bulk of 
raw sugar is received in this country and the high 
percentage of impurities which it contains, he is not 
prepared as at present advised to adopt it. 

Sir H. DALZIEL : W a s that answer suggested by the 
representatives of the refiners on the Commission, and 
is it not the case that the real opposition comes from 

them, and are there not many experts who have 
examined this sugar for years who are prepared to 
declare that it is fit for human consumption? 

Captain BATHURST: N O , sir. The matter has been 
most impartially investigated in the Ministry of Food. 
Even a reduction in sugar is preferable to putt ing an 
impure product on the market which may injuriously 
affect health. 

LAW REPORTS. 

MARMALADE. 
Alleged Unsound Marmalade: G. Ryall v. John Moir and 

Son, Limited.* 
J U D G M E N T . 

This case came before Lord Anderson in the King ' s 
Bench Division, Edinburgh, on the 16th and 17th May. 
Lord Anderson delivered judgment as follows:— 

This is an action of damages at the instance of 
George Ryall, residing in Glasgow, against John Moir 
and Son, Limited, preserved provision manufacturers, 
carrying on business in Scotland and in London. 

The Pursuer sues the Defenders for damages in res
pect of loss and injury sustained by him through his 
having partaken of a portion of marmalade made by 
the Defenders and contained in one of their tins. The 
matter really begins with an Order which the Defenders 
received from a firm of grocers in Glasgow named Igoe 
Brothers. In the month of December, 1915, the Agents 
of the Defenders in Glasgow transmitted to the De
fenders in London an order for goods to be supplied 
to Igoe Brothers. There is some dubiety on the evi
dence as to whether this was the first occasion on which 
Igoe Brothers got goods from the Defenders. But if 
they 'had got the Defenders' goods on any prior occa
sion it was only on one occasion and that by way of 
cash transaction with the Defenders' Agent in Glasgow. 
This was the first direct transaction taking place be
tween Igoe Brothers and the Defenders, and it has 
certainly been a most disastrous transaction for the 
Defenders, because not only had they to content them
selves with a composition of five shillings in the £ on 
the small account of under £3 which they had against 
Igoe Brothers, but these troublesome, anxious and 
costly proceedings have been the direct sequence of the 
contract which was entered into at that time between 
the Defenders and Igoe Brothers. 

The goods which Igoe Brothers ordered from the 
Defenders included a consignment of some twelve 21b. 
tins of marmalade made by the Defenders, and en
closed in hermetically sealed tins, which were mainly 
designed for use on shipboard and outside Great 
Britain. The goods in question, including the tins, 
were sent from London to Glasgow by ship, and were 
received by Igoe Brothers in the month of January in 
last year. A number of the tins remained in their 
premises unsold until the month of May of last year. 
But in the meantime the Pursuer came upon the scene, 
so far as the Defenders were concerned, for the first 
time, in the capacity of Agent of Igoe Brothers, acting 

*See British Food Journal, Vol. xviii, No. 217 (December, 1916), pp. 430-451. 
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for them and communicating with the Defenders on 
their behalf, in order that the Defenders might be in
duced to accept payment of a composition of five 
shillings in the £ on the small account in which Igoe 
Brothers were due to the Defenders. After some 
correspondence the Defenders thought fit to agree to 
accept such a composition and it was ultimately paid 
in or about the month of June of last year. 

On the 10th of May of last year the Pursuer states 
that he was in Igoe 's shop and seeing some tins of 
this marmalade he purchased one and on that day took 
it home with him. It was then hermetically scaled 
and it remained in that condition until 11 o'clock or 
thereby on the night of Friday, the 12th May, when 
the Pursuer, coming in for his supper, and being in 
the presence of his wife and some of his children, de
poses that he took a tin opener and opened the tin 
which is No. 12 of process. After doing this, he states 
that, without having partaken of any solids or any 
other food, he swallowed two large tablespoonfuls of 
marmalade taken from the tin which he had then 
opened. He perceived no peculiarities about the 
marmalade either in appearance or in taste as he 
swallowed it, and it was only after he proceeded to 
spread some more of the marmalade upon a piece of 
bread that his young daughter Margaret , 13 years of 
age, thought that it appeared to be of a darker colour 
than the marmalade she had been accustomed to, and 
drew her father 's attention to that fact. He then 
thought fit, in that state of the facts, to wrap the tin 
up in a piece of brown paper and tie it with a string, 
and put it away in the cupboard, and the next day, 
although he said he was seriously ill in the night time 
as the effect of eating the marmalade, he went out and 
saw his Solicitor, and he made two other calls, one of 
a business character, in the course of that Saturday 
afternoon, 13th May. 

His evidence then is that he returned home, and for 
some time suffered from the effects of having swallowed 
this marmalade belonging to the Defenders, which, as 
he now endeavours to maintain, contained foreign sub
stances of a deleterious and indeed of a poisonous 
character. 

These are the facts which have led up to the present 
action. I shall deal with the subsequent history of 
the tin of marmalade and its analysis later on. I3ut 
the Pursuer ' s case against the Defenders is now th i s : 
he alleges that this marmalade contains substances of 
an injurious character, the swallowing of a portion of 
which occasioned him pain and injury and loss. His 
case is that these foreign substances must either 
have got into the tin before it was filled by 
the Defenders with their marmalade at their Factory 
in London, or these substances must 'have got into 
the tin after it had been opened by the Pursuer. 
The Pursuer maintains that his evidence excludes en
tirely the latter supposition, and therefore he asks the 
Court to conclude, by way of inference, that it has-been 
established on the facts that the foreign substances, in 
point of fact, got into the tin in London, and that the 
Defenders were in fault in allowing these foreign sub
stances to get into that tin of marmalade. It is plain 
that this is a case of circumstantial evidence and it is 
well settled that where a case depends entirely upon 
evidence of a circumstantial character the chain of 

evidence must be complete. If the chain of causation 
contains a weak link, or a missing link, it is worthless. 
Expressed otherwise, the Pursuer ' s case is based on 
theory and the theory which was frankly put forward 
on his behalf by his Counsel is this somewhat extra
ordinary one. The theory is that while the tin was 
empty and in the Defenders' premises in London, either 
on one side of the street where the tinsmiths' shop is, 
or on the other side of the street where the jam and 
marmalade are boiled and the tins are filled, while the 
tin was there, and while the tin was empty, a mouse 
which had crept in at a small hole which exists before 
the tin is sealed, had constructed in that empty tin a nest 
consisting of the various materials discovered in the 
marmalade by the Analyst. 

Now that is the theory, and the Pursuer ' s case is 
that the nest, having been so constructed, had survived 
the washing which I shall refer to afterwards, had sur
vived the pouring in of the hot marmalade, and indeed, 
as the result of the pouring in of the hot marmalade, 
the materials of the nest in some way or another became 
segregated and diffused through the substance. That 
is the Pursuer ' s case, and, as I have said, it is based 
upon a theory. It is a case based on a theory, but it 
seems to me that a theory to amount to and to have 
the effect of proof, must conform to these three condi
t ions: in the first place, there must be facts reasonably 
supporting the theory, in the second place, there must 
be no substantial facts which negative the theory, and 
in the third place, there must be no competing theory 
equally reasonable with the one suggested to account 
for the phenomenon. 

Now, consider these three points. The first is, there 
must be facts proved in evidence which reasonably 
support the theory, and the Pursuer says that he has 
proved these facts and the evidence upon which he 
depends is that of himself, that of the witness Cairney, 
and that of the Analyst Mr. Cowie. I will leave his Soli
citor, Mr. Robertson, out of account because he merely 
acted as the instrument, transmitt ing the tin when it 
came from Glasgow from the Pursuer, to Mr. Cowie the 
Analyst. The Pursuer says his chain of causation de
pending upon that evidence is absolutely complete and 
excludes the counter theory that those foreign sub
stances could have got into the tin subsequently through 
the opening of the lid of it by the Pursuer on the 12th 
May, 1916. And the way he says that is made out is 
this. He says:—I covered the tin after I had opened it 
with brown paper, and I tied it up, and that having 
been done nothing could have got into the tin until 
that paper had been taken off the tin, and he says that 
in that condition he took it to his Solicitor, Mr. Lawson, 
who has not been examined as a Witness but whose 
clerk, Mr. Cairney, has. The Pursuer depones that he 
gave it over in that condition to the Witness Cairney. 
Now, what is Cairney's evidence? Cairney's evidence 
is that having got it in that condition, and having 
cither kept it in that condition or restored it to that 
condition at once after examining it, the tin of marma
lade, covered in this way with paper, secured by string, 
with the word " Poison " written on the brown paper, 
the tin of marmalade was placed in the foot of a cup
board or press which formed an annexe of the business 
room of Mr. Lawson, the Solicitor. It remained there 
roughly for a month from the 13th May to the 12th 
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June, when the Pursuer says he got it back from Mr. 
Cairney, and Mr. Cairney says he gave it back to the 
Pursuer in exactly the same condition as it had been in 
when placed in the press on the 13th May previously. 

It was then taken, according to the Pursuer, by him 
to Edinburgh without disturbing the wrapper, handed 
over to Mr. Robertson, and, in the same condition, 
transferred to the Analyst Mr. Cowie. Mr. Cowie says 
he opened it and that he found the substances which are 
set forth in his analysis printed on the Record in Con
descendence 5. 

Now, that is, in a sense, a formidable case if it can 
be absolutely relied on. It is a case which requires to 
be met by the Defenders. But the point is just this, 
can it be absolutely relied upon, or is there not a body 
of evidence even stronger than that which can be set 
against and which entirely negatives this theory, and 
suggests that another theory must be resorted to to 
account for the phenomenon. I should have added, in 
order to be absolutely fair to the Pursuer, that his 
proof does not slop with the direct evidence of these 
three witnesses to the effect I have mentioned, but con
sists of two other points, which I shall now mention. 
The first is that Mr. Cowie, the Analyst, depones as a 
scientific man, that the fact that the various substances 
of which the mouse's nest was supposed to consist are 
found by him in a diffused state throughout the marma
lade, points to this, that they could not have been put 
in and stirred up, otherwise they would have presented 
a different appearance from what he found. And as 
rather helping the suggestion that the mouse's nest 
was in the empty tin, the heated marmalade by its 
action upon the substances of which the nest was com
posed, effected this diffusion of the substances through
out the marmalade which the Analyst found. That is one 
additional point which the Pursuer relied upon and the 
other additional point which he relied upon is also based 
upon the evidence of Mr. Cowie, who says that from 
the appearance of the mouse's excrement he gathers 
that it had been subjected to heal, and he says that that 
is an additional reason in favour of the theory which 
is advanced on behalf of the Pursuer. 

Now that is the Pursuer 's case. That is the bodv of 
evidence which he relies upon as substantiating the 
theory which is the basis of his case. But then, in 
the second place, I said that the theory, if it is to be 
given effect to, must be one in regard to which there 
are no substantial facts negativing it, and I now pro
ceed to consider the very substantial body of evidence 
which absolutely negatives this theory. I begin with 
the business position of the Defenders. The Defenders 
are a high class and long established firm of manufac
turers of preserved food, jams and marmalade. The 
record of the Defenders, in respect of the production 
of pure articles of food, apart from this tin, is abso
lutely unchallengeable. Mr. White , the Manager, told 
me, and I entirely believe him, that during the long 
course of his experience there has been absolutely no 
complaint similar to this of dangerous substances— 
substances unfit for human food—finding their way into 
the manufactured products of the Defenders. There 
were four other tins referred to in the course of the 
proof. One was purchased by the Analyst at Hawick. 
He was evidently on the lookout for further evidence 
of carelessness in the manufacture on the part of the 

Defenders. He frankly admitted that it was a tin of 
excellent marmalade and there was nothing the matter 
with it. The three other tins were purchased by the 
Pursuer from Igoe Brothers, being the remnant or 
balance of the twelve tins which Igoe Brothers had 
originally got, and his object was evidently to prevent 
the Defenders recovering these tins and showing that 
there was nothing wrong with the consignment of mar
malade as a whole which was sent to Igoe Brothers. 
There is a mystery about these tins, whether opened 
or sealed, I do not know, but I take the case on the 
footing that no complaint had been made regarding 
any of these tins. Accordingly, so far as the Record 
goes, out of the hundreds of thousands, probably 
millions of tins of marmalade of this character which 
the Defenders have made in the course of the last ten 
or fifteen years, this is the only one which the Pursuer, 
and those acting for him, have been able to put their 
finger on as having anything the matter with it. 

The Defenders, so far as I gather from the evidence 
of their officials, carry on their business in premises 
which are absolutely up to date, and by methods which 
practically render impossible the occurrence of any such 
thing as the Pursuer complains of here. The business 
premises of the Defenders are composed of. two blocks 
of buildings in the East of London—one on one side 
of the street and the main block on the other. On one 
side of the street there is the tinsmiths' shop; and the 
premises which are used for the purpose of washing, 
by-scientific and up to date machinery, the empty tins, 
before they are taken over the street to the Factory 
where the jam and marmalade are boiled. Now the 
tinsmiths' premises, where it is suggested that the mis
chief was done by the mouse, or the factory, or the 
portion of the premises where the washing is carried 
on are very unlikely habitats for a mouse. They are 
asphalted. There is no food, so far as I can gather, 
which would attract mice to premises of that character. 
There are no materials such as we have here—brown 
paper and newspapers—so far as the proof is con
cerned, which a mouse might utilise for the construc
tion of a nest in an empty tin, and when we go on to 
what takes place at the washing I think it is pretty 
clear that the continued existence of a mouse's nest in 
a tin would be rendered impossible. 

The tins, I am informed, are subjected to a very care
ful process of washing before they are sent over the 
street to be filled with preserves, and after having been 
thoroughly washed out with hot water and. by this 
process I have alluded to they are put into crates, 140 
or thereby in a crate, and they are turned upside down, 
and it is therefore difficult to see, after washing has 
taken place, how a mouse could get into one of these 
tins. But there is another point—a mouse does not get 
time to undertake nest making in a tin, because prac
tically no sooner is the washing done than the tins are 
taken over the street to the boiling factory and there at 
once filled by the employees of the Defenders with jam 
or marmalade. 

Now, I have dealt with what takes place on the tin
smiths' side of the street, and just to complete the 
account of the methods which the Defenders follow in 
conducting their business, the system is that, when tins 
are required for filling purposes, they are washed in the 
way I have described, roughly dried, they are not 
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thoroughly dried when they are sent over the street, 
but there is nothing in them except a few drops of 
clean water, which is absolutely harmless. Then they 
are taken over to the factory and by the agency of a 
couple of girls and a filler the 21b. tins are filled from 
the receptacle which the boiled marmalade is put into 
after having been boiled in the large copper boiler which 
is used in the manufacturing process. The tin, when 
filled, is immediately taken and the small hole on the 
top of it is stoppered up with the small tin cover which 
completes the hermetically scaling, and the thing is 
completed by the tinsmith putting a little solder round 
the tin and thereby completely closing it. Thereafter 
the tins being the ordinary colour of tin when handled 
by the tinsmith they are lacquered yellow, which is the 
ordinary colour of marmalade, and have a picture 
which is supposed to represent the Defenders' premises, 
stamped upon the side. 

But there is more than that. The Defenders are 
Army Contractors and manufacture large quantities of 
jam and marmalade for the troops, and therefore the 
Defenders' premises are not only strictly inspected by 
Inspectors from the W a r Office, but there are ordinary 
officials who are charged with the duty of inspection 
appointed by the Home Office, and other public authori
ties, who go round regularly and see that everything 
is conducted in a cleanly and a proper way. I have had 
the advantage of listening to the evidence of one of 
these gentlemen—I think a Mr. Waterman—one of the 
Stepney Inspectors, who gave evidence to the effect 
that he inspected these premises every day, certain 
portions of them, and sometimes twice a day, and that 
he was pretty often in the washing part of the premises 
over the street, and he has never found anything wrong 
there, and it is his duty to find out if anything is wrong. 
He seemed to be a shrewd man, and would very 
soon find out if anything was wrong, and his evidence 
corroborating that of the officials of the Defenders, is 
to the effect that the Pursuer ' s theory is an absolutely 
impossible theory, and that no such thing could possi
bly have taken place in the premises of the Defenders. 

Accordingly on a consideration generally of the 
character of the Defenders' business, the Defenders' 
record as manufacturers of marmalade, and the way in 
which they conduct their business, and the way in 
which that business is rigidly inspected, there are 
inherent improbabilities which negative the case 
attempted to be made by the Pursuer. But then the 
matter does not stop there, because we can put our 
finger, so far as the evidence is concerned and as I 
understand it, upon the exact body of tins from which 
this tin was sent to Igoes. I hold it proved, on the 
evidence of Mr. Thompson I think it was, the Manager 
of the Defenders, that at about the beginning of Dec
ember of last year the Defenders had sold out all their 
stock of marmalade and had got rid of all their tins. 
There was no marmalade stocked in tins because they 
had a market for it if they had had it, but they had not 
got it to supply the demands which were made upon 
them. There were no tins empty and awaiting filling 
stock in any portion of the Defenders' premises at the 
beginning of December, 1915. There was, indeed, a 
week when the Defenders could supply no orders. They 
were awaiting the arrival of raw material from Spain, 
and it was only about the middle of December that this 

cargo of fruit came from Spain and enabled them to re
sume the manufacture of marmalade. Now the cargo of 
oranges which I have alluded to as coming to their 
premises about the middle of December were prepared 
in the ordinary way for the manufacture of marmalade, 
and tins were made in order that this marmalade so 
made might be filled up and made available for com
merce. 

Accordingly, we have, I think, established by the 
evidence that this tin No. 12 of process must have been 
made about the middle of December and must have been 
filled at or about the same time. Accordingly it seems 
to me impossible to hold that there was time for any 
such thing to take place as the invasion of this tin by 
the mouse, and the somewhat protracted character of 
the work involved in the construction of the mouse's 
nest out of heterogeneous material. I hold it proved 
then that 775 new tins were made by the Defenders 
about the middle of the month of December, 1915 for 
marmalade then manufactured, and that these tins were 
filled by them at or about that lime, and that one of 
these 775 tins is the tin No. 12 process which was sent 
by ship from London to Glasgow and taken possession 
of by Igoe Brothers in that month of December, 1915. 

Well, if that be so, of course it knocks the Pursuer 's 
theory entirely upon the head and that is the view I 
take of the evidence led for the Defenders. 

I had evidence from Dr. Littlejohn on the point of 
the diffusion of the material through the marmalade 
which is to the exactly opposite effect on that point 
from that which was given by Mr. Cowie, and I must 
confess that, without any difficulty, I prefer the views 
stated by Dr. Littlejohn to those stated by Mr. Cowie. 
I am unable to conceive how, if there were at the out
set, a mouse's nest composed of brown and white paper 
and wood at the bottom of this tin, I am unable to con-
cieve how the pouring on the top of that nest of a hot 
viscous body like marmalade could have the result of 
disintegrating the nest and sending through the body 
of the marmalade the different substances of which ft 
was composed, including the hair of the mouse and the 
excrement which the analyst found in the material. It 
is a much more natural and common sense view which 
is spoken to by Dr. Littlejohn, to wit, that if there 
were a mouse's nest at the foot of that tin when the 
hot marmalade was poured upon it it would remain at 
the foot of the tin and would be much more likely to 
remain there when it was covered over with a viscous 
substance like 21bs. of marmalade, it would be much 
more likely to remain at the foot there than to be dis
integrated and diffused throughout the substance. 
Accordingly, I think the evidence of Dr. Littlejohn 
entirely meets the point which Mr. Cowie made on that 
matter of diffusion. On the other point the appear
ance of the excrement, I am not satisfied that there was 
anything in that at al l ; I think it was just an ingenious 
suggestion which the analyst made, and it was sup
ported by no chemical or analytical examination to con
firm the suggestion which he made. 

Accordingly, the case seems to be this, that the 
Pursuer 's theory when faced by the facts which I have 
alluded to, and which are established by the evidence 
of the Defenders, is negatived and contradicted and if 
that be so, then the second of the conditions which I 
suggested were essential renders the theory invalid and 
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points to a different conclusion from that which the 
Pursuer suggests . 

But then I have mentioned a third condition, which 
I think must be fulfilled before you can clothe a theory 
with the dignity of evidence and proof. There must 
be no competing theory, I said, equally reasonable 
with the one suggested to account for the phenomenon. 
Now this third point—one can think of various other 
explanations than that given by the Pursuer, but I am 
only going to suggest one, and that is really the criti
cism which falls to be made against evidence adduced 
by the Pursuer. W h a t happened to that tin between 
the 13th May and the 12th June while it was resting at 
the foot of the press in the Solicitor's office? Nobody 
seems to have seen it during that interval according 
to the evidence, and the only person from that office 
who was brought here was Mr. Cairney, and he does 
not seem to have thought of the tin, or looked at the 
tin, to see whether it was in the condition in which he 
says it was when it was put into the press until he 
took it out. But there were other people in that office 
who might have interfered with the tin and have not 
been brought here to say that they did not interfere with 
it, and therefore there is a very serious hiatus in the 
Pursuer ' s chain of causation awanting. There was a 
typist. She had access to that room. She might have 
gone at any moment into that press. She is not brought 
here to say that she did not go into that press. Still 
more, there is the charwoman—we all know what char
women are—and she is not brought here to say that she 
did not go into that press. It was probably her duty to 
go into that press in order to sweep it. And when you 
come to think of it are not those substances which the 
analyst says he found in the marmalade much more 
likely to have got into the marmalade from the lawyer's 
press than from this asphalted paperless tinsmiths' 
shop. These are just the things you would expect to 
find in a tin resting on the floor of a dirty press in a 
lawyer's office, where you have paper—brown and 
white—deed paper, and all sorts of books which are 
accumulated in a lawyer's lumber room. Is not it just 
what you would expect in a case of a tin of marmalade 
covered, more or less carefully, with brown paper, 
placed on the floor of a dirty press that bits of paper 
might get into it, and that mice might get on the top 
of it, or even inside of it and drop in their hair and 
excrement. I think it is a much more likely explana
tion of how those substances got into the marmalade— 
assuming that they got in in that way by ordinary 
natural means—it is a much more likely explanation 
and a better theory to account for the phenomenon than 
that which is advanced by the Pursuer. Accordingly, 
the theory of the Pursuer is again, it seems to me, 
seriously impaired by the consideration of this third and 
final point to which I have alluded. 

I have dealt with some particularity with this case, 
because it is an important case for the Defenders, and 
I think it my duty to give them an absolutely clean 
bill, so far as their manufactory is concerned, and I do 
so without any dubiety. Without labouring this point 
any further I reach the conclusion upon this principal 
point in the case that the Pursuer has failed to prove 
his case, and that the Defenders fall to be assoilzied. 
But I reach the same conclusion on another ground. 
I hold, on the evidence, that the Pursuer has failed to 

prove, by evidence, that he has sustained any loss and 
damage whatever by anything which took place in con
nection with this marmalade on the night of the 12th 
of May. 

I mentioned that his supper consisted, that night, in 
the main, of two large spoonfuls of marmalade, taken 
at about eleven o'clock at night, his boy thinks he took 
a piece of cheese, and he admittedly had a cup of 
coffee. Is it any wonder that the man was ill in the 
middle of the night? I do not think it is. I think 
what happened to him, to wit, pains in his stomach, 
was the result of indiscreet eating, and I entirely agree 
with Dr. Littlejohn when he says, in his evidence, that 
all the symptoms which the Pursuer explained and dis
closed at about one o'clock in the morning of the 13th 
of May, were explainable by the fact that he had eaten 
indiscreetly, and that is just what one would have 
looked for in a man of his age and his medical history, 
taking a supper of that character. But then, he says, 
no, I got ptomaine poisoning from the result of eating 
the foreign substances, but this theory of ptomaine 
poisoning seems to have been the discovery of Dr. 
McKendrick, because there is no mention of it on 
record, where the Pursuer is supposed to state his case 
of damages. When Dr. McKendrick's evidence is con
sidered, it comes to this, he thinks, from the symptoms, 
there was ptomaine poisoning, and he attributes it to 
the mouse's hair and the mouse's excrement, because, 
he says, these animal substances are capable of breed
ing micro-organisms which have a toxic effect upon the 
stomach, which is described as ptomaine poisoning. 
Dr. Littlejohn practically laughs at that, and I am not 
surprised, because the mouse's hair is invisible, I can
not see them with my glasses or the naked eye upon 
the slide. They are so small, and so few, that I 
suppose you require a powerful microscope to see the 
mouse's hair. Dr. Littlejohn says there is nothing 
deleterious, or poisonous, in hair generally, or in small 
hair, like that of a mouse. 

He seems to say the same thing about the excrement, 
looking to the small quantity which has been taken by 
the Pursuer, if it was there at all. W e know the 
quantity exactly. The analyst analysed a quantity of 
marmalade amounting to 100 grammes. He found four 
pieces of mouse's excrement being the little pieces there 
contained in the box No. 15 of process, and we know 
that 100 grammes are, in weight, 3 2 oz. Two table-
spoonfuls may weigh anything from one ounce to two 
ounces together, each tablespoonful being from one 
half to one ounce, depending on the material. Say one 
ounce. The man swallowed two ounces of marmalade, 
that is to say, roughly, two-thirds of 100' grammes, 
that is to say, assuming equal diffusion, he swallowed 
two-thirds of four small pieces of mouse's excrement— 
two or three pieces. I think it is preposterous to sug
gest that anybody doing that would suffer the least bit 
of harm. H e would never know he had done it. 
Therefore I agree with the view which Dr. Littlejohn 
advanced upon that point. 

Accordingly, even on the Pursuer ' s own showing, 
the only deleterious substances are the mouse's hair 
and excrement, and if you eliminate these, as I think 
they fall to be eliminated as deleterious or dangerous 
substances—there was nothing harmful swallowed by 
the man at all, and he sustained no injury or damage, 
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or physical suffering through anything which might 
have been in the marmalade. Dr. Littlejohn made a 
further point, with which I am inclined to agree, to 
this effect, that while mouse's excrement, in sufficient 
quantity, and if micro-organisms had been generated 
upon it, might be deleterious, yet, in the small quantity 
swallowed even if there were deleterious organisms upon 
it, it was harmless, and that, in the circumstances, 
h is view was that any likelihood of deleterious sub
stances being engendered on the excrement was elimin
ated by the fact that intense heat, according to the 
Pursuer ' s theory, must have been applied to that excre
ment when the hot marmalade was poured into the tin. 
The effect of that, Dr. Littlejohn points out, physiologi
cally, would be to destroy and render nugatory, any 
tendency on the part of the excrement to breed danger
ous bacilli. 

Now, I amplify this point by stating my own view 
that the Pursuer has not proved that he was even 
seriously ill. He was sick, according to his wife, and 
I t ake that as true. But he was out next day. The 
first business the set about doing, was to start this 
action of damages through his Solicitor. I hold that 
he was quite able to go out after that if he had chosen 
to do so. Whether he did so or not I do not know. 
I do not think the proof shows whether he was con
fined to the house at all. There was some attempt to 
prove that he was confined to the house for a fortnight. 
I do not think that was made out. I think he had had 
a bad night, but he was all right the next day. 

The only other thing he says is that he suffered patri
monial loss through having had to resign, owing to 
the condition of his health, caused by these deleterious 
substances, his position as Manager of the Maxim Tea 
Company. I think he has entirely failed to prove that. 
The Maxim Tea Company, at this time, was, in my 
opinion, a doomed concern. It was a speculative enter
prise taken up in February, and had pretty nearly run 
its course by this time because there was difficulty in 
gett ing the necessary material owing to the shortage 
of sugar in the country. And the evidence so far as 
I understand it, was that he did not really terminate 
his connection with the Maxim Tea Company until the 
month of August, when he was quite recovered, and by 
that time the Company was in a hopeless position. 

Accordingly, even if I had been in favour of the 
Pursuer on every other point, I should have been 
bound to hold that he had proved no patrimonial loss. 
I am with the Defenders on both these grounds, and I 
shall assoilzie the Defenders, with expenses. 

I N T E R L O C U T O R . 
18th May, 1917. Lord Anderson. Act. W a t t et 

Christie. Alt. Macmillan et C. H. Brown. The Lord 
Ordinary having taken the proof adduced by the parties, 
heard Counsel, and considered the cause, Sustains the 
third plea-in-law stated for the Defenders: Assoilzies 
them from the conclusions of the Summons—and 
decerns; Finds the Pursuer liable in expenses to the 
Defenders; Allows an account of said expenses to be 
given in, and remits the same, when lodged, to the 
Auditor of Court to tax and to report 

(Signed) A. M. A N D E R S O N . 
Note:—The following is a copy of the analytical report 
referred to in the foregoing judgment :— 

On the 14th June, 1916, the pursuer, by the hands 
of his solicitor, Mr. John Robertson, 63, York Place, 
Edinburgh, handed over the said tin of marmalade, in 
the same condition as when opened by him as aforesaid, 
to Mr. W . Beaverly Cowie, P h . C , F .C .S . , who, on 
20th July, 1916, submitted the following report upon 
the said tin and its contents:— 

REPORT. 
" Description.—The marmalade was contained in a 

lacquered tin which was labelled ' T h e Seville Orange 
Marmalade, ' manufactured by ' John Moir & Son Ltd . ' 
The label exhibited a busy factory yard, printed in red, 
yellow, green, and blue, with a sketch of palm tree and 
factory stalk in background." 

" Examination.—On examination by the eye the 
contents were seen to be very dark in colour and 
irregular in appearance; on microscopic examination, 
many substances, altogether foreign to marmalade, 
were identified in it, viz:—(1) Coarse brown paper. 
(2) Newspaper paper. (3) Mouse excrement. (4) 
Mouse hair. (5) Straw. (6) Woody fibre. (7) Flock. 

" Separation.—After careful separation, it was found 
that 100 grams of the sample of marmalade were found 
to contain the undernamed foreign substances:— 
Coarse brown paper, dried at 100° C 0·69 per cent., 
newspaper paper, dried at 100° C 0·56 per cent., total 
P25 per cent. Mouse excrement 4 pieces per 100 
grammes. Mouse hair 350 hairs per 100 grammes. 
Straw 4 pieces per 100 grammes. Wood 2 pieces per 
100 grammes. 

" Comments.—The paper was nibbled on the mar
gins as if bitten by mice, and two varieties of paper 
are present : (a) Coarse brown paper, and (b) News
paper paper, on which the printing is easily seen by the 
naked eye. The mouse excrement is quite easily de
tected by the naked eye. The mouse hair is easily 
detected by means of the microscope. I t has its own 
peculiar characteristics, being quite different from all 
other hair. The pieces of straw are rough and easily 
seen by the naked eye, and readily detected by the 
microscope. The wood occurs in short, stiff pieces, 
which are readily identified under the microscope. 
The result of eating such a marmalade would be dan
gerous and would inevitably lead to stomachic trouble, 
even in a healthy subject ." 

Answer of Defender.—The description from the said 
report is referred to for its terms. The report is dated 
14th June, 1916, more than a month after the tin com
plained of is alleged to have been opened by the pur
suer. The defenders have no information, and make 
no admission, as to the history of the tin and its con
tents during that period. 

NUT LARD. 
123 per cent. of Water. 

At the Clerkenwell Police Court on May 9th, before 
Mr. Bros, Richard Evans, of Margaret Street, Clerk
enwell, was summoned, at the instance of the Finsbury 
Borough Council, for selling nut lard which was not of 
the nature, substance and quality demanded. The 
sample was certified by the Public Analyst to contain 
12·3 per cent. of water.—Mr. W . T. Rickctts prose
cuted, and Mr. Beck defended.—A sample of " nut 
lard " was asked for, and Mr. Ricketts said the case 
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would resolve itself into the question, " Wha t is nut 
l a rd , " for his friend required time to call scientific evi
dence, and he (Mr. Ricketts) would have to call re
butting: evidence. The prosecution complained of the 
presence of water in nut lard, contending that, like hog-
lard, there should be no water in the article.—Evidence 
of the purchase having' been given, Mr. James Kear 
Colwell, F . I .C. , Public Analyst, said water was a 
foreign ingredient in nut lard. While hog lard was an 
old, well-known article of commerce, nut lard was a 
comparatively new commercial article, made from the 
oil of the cocoanut or palm nuts.—In cross-examina
tion Mr. Colwell said he thought that the sample of 
nut oil preparation produced by Mr. Beck, and which, 
it was alleged, did not contain any water, could be 
used by housekeepers.—He could not say that the 
softer sample—the same as that purchased—was the 
better for cooking purposes. Butter and margarine 
contained 14 to 16 per cent. of water.—If the sub
stance now in question could have been described as 
nut " bu t te r , " the witness would have taken no notice 
of the amount of water. These articles were all used 
in cooking. The use of the phrase nut " lard " made 
him apply the standard of hog lard to it. One pro
cess of rendering the article plastic would be by knead
ing it, but he did not agree that another process would 
be the introduction of water. In appearance this sub
stance was more like lard than butler, and it was 
equally tasteless. It could not be used as butter in the 
ordinary way for spreading on bread. The point was 
the standard for hog lard, in which there was no water. 
Apart from that point, " lard " was a better descrip
tion of the substance.—The hearing of the summons 
was adjourned. 

NUT LARD. 
12·3 per cent. of Water. Case Dismissed. 

At the Clerkenwell Police Court on June 4th, before 
Mr. Bros, Richard Evans, of Margaret Street, Clerken-
well, appeared on an adjourned summons, at the in
stance of the Finsbury Borough Council, for selling 
nut lard which was not of the nature, substance and 
quality demanded. The sample was certified by the 
Public Analyst to contain 1 2 3 per cent. of water.— 
Mr. W . T. Ricketts prosecuted, and Mr. Beck de
fended.—Evidence had been given at the previous hear
ing as to the purchase of a sample of " nut lard " 
which was paid for at the rate of 1s. per lb., and Mr. 
Ricketts said the case would resolve itself into the 
question " Wha t is nut l a r d ? " The prosecution com
plained of the presence of water in nut lard, contend
ing that, as in the case of hog lard, there should be 
no water in the article.—The evidence given by Mr. 
J. K. Colwell, F . I .C. , Public Analyst, was that 
water was a foreign ingredient in nut lard. While 
hog lard was an old, well-known article of commerce, 
nut lard was a comparatively new commercial article, 
made from the oil of the cocoanut, palm nuts, etc. 
Butter and margarine might contain as much as 14 to 
16 per cent. of water.—If the substance could have 
been described as nut " bu t t e r , " the witness would 
have taken no notice of the amount of water found. 
These articles were all used in cooking. The use of 
the phrase nut " lard " made him apply the standard 

of hog lard to it. One process of rendering the article 
plastic would be by kneading it, but he did not agree 
that another process would be the introduction of water. 
In appearance this substance was more like lard than 
butter, and it was equally tasteless. It could not be 
used as butter in the ordinary way for spreading on 
bread. The point to be considered was the standard 
for hog lard, in which there was no water. Apart 
from that point, " lard " was a better description of 
the substance.—In cross-examination, Mr. Colwell said 
he had come across " lard-substitutes "—made from 
anything but hog fat. There was no water in these 
substitutes.—Re-examined—This nut lard was not 
made from cocoanut oil, whatever the nut was which 
was used. " Lard substitutes " could be made with
out water, and he suggested that water was introduced 
to increase the bulk. His experience was that " nut 
la rd ," until recently, did not contain water.—Mr. Beck 
said the question was the prejudice of the purchaser, 
and the article here sold was, as designated, " nut 
l a rd , " and contained a certain percentage of water. 
The fallacy was the application of the standard for 
hog lard to this new article called " nut l a rd . " The 
substance referred to as a dry lard was found to be 
inconvenient in use, and failed commercially. By 
a special process of preparation, it had been found 
possible to put a substance on the market which could 
be used for cooking purposes in the same way as lard, 
or margarine, or butter was used. The Court had to 
find what was the commercial standard of the article 
before the Court, and to this end people in the trade 
would be called to give evidence. The new process 
allowed the public access, at a troublesome time, to a 
substitute for an article that was difficult to get and 
which was expensive. It could not legally be called 
" margar ine ," and it had not the appearance of nut 
butter. Therefore it was called " l a rd , " with the pre
fix " n u t , " to show the origin of the article.—Mr. 
Charles Townsend, sales manager to De Bruyns ' , of 
Eastcheap, producers of nut lard, etc., said their 
principal business had been the introduction of nut 
oils and their refinement. The product in question was 
derived from a mixture of nut oils and not from any 
particular one. One oil alone produced a brittle article, 
which had not proved convenient for household use, 
although it was possible to use it for trade purposes. 
After experimenting, the firm had produced the article 
in question. It had been on the market for nine 
months. The process of production was a secret one, 
and the resulting product was a plastic fat. During 
the process the fat came in contact with and absorbed 
a certain amount of water. That was only for the 
purpose of rendering the article plastic and not for 
adding to the bulk, as had been suggested.—Cross-
examined—The witness claimed the right to introduce 
water in the same way as it was necessary, in his view, 
to introduce water or allow the presence of water in 
the manufacture of margarine. This was a pure 
" nut " lard, and called lard because it had the appear
ance and qualities of lard, with the qualification " n u t . " 
The introduction of water did not affect the purity.— 
Walter Gason, manager of W . C. Macdonald, Ltd. , of 
Tudor Street, gave similar evidence, and a baker spoke 
to the utility of the " nut lard " in pastry-making.— 
Mr. Bros dismissed the summons. 
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BEEF LARD. 
50 per cent. of Cotton Seed Oil. 

At the Wes t Hartlepool Police Court on May 
2nd, before Mr. W . R. Owen (in the chair) and 
other magistrates, Fred Lambert, of Russel Street, was 
summoned for selling lard which was not of the nature, 
substance and quality demanded. Mr. Higson Simp
son (Town Clerk) prosecuted, and Mr. E. Meynell, 
instructed by Messrs. Pearson, Prior and Co., of Man
chester, defended.—In opening the case Mr. Simpson 
explained that it was an incontrovertible proposition 
that if a man asked for a certain article, he was 
entitled to receive the article he asked for. Lard was 
prepared from hog ' s fat, and beef lard was prepared 
from beef fat, and was, in fact, dripping. In this 
case the purchaser asked for beef lard, which was 
labelled in the shop as such. It was. laid down quite 
clearly that if the article sold was a mixture, the vendor 
was bound to give some indication that a mixture was 
supplied. The purchaser was entitled to the pure 
article. What was handed to the purchaser in this 
case consisted of 50 per cent. of beef or mutton fat, and 
50 per cent. of cotton seed oil.—Mr. Jeremiah Allen, 
an assistant to the Inspector under the Food and Drugs 
Acts, gave evidence as to visiting defendant's shop on 
the 13th March. He asked for beef lard. There was a 
label on the lard marked " Beef L a r d . " Defendant 
served him.—Mr. T. Durkin, Inspector under the Sale 
of Food and Drugs Acts, deposed that he followed the 
previous witness into the shop. Defendant told him 
that he had served the beef lard. During the division 
of the sample, as required by law, Lambert said the 
lard was guaranteed on the invoice. Witness asked 
him to produce the invoice. Defendant produced a 
file of papers, and then said, " It isn't on the invoice; 
it refers to h a m s . " Witness found no guarantee in 
respect of the beef lard on the invoice. Later de
fendant handed to the witness a letter from the firm 
which had supplied the lard. The letter s ta ted: " W e 
guarantee this to be beef lard, and if you sell it as such 
you are running no risks whatever ." That letter was 
dated the 31st March. He had called at the shop on 
the 13th March. The Public Analyst 's certificate 
showed that the sample contained 50 per cent. of beef 
or mutton fat and 50 per cent. of cotton seed oil.— 
Mr. Meynell: Lard is hog 's fa t?—Witness : Yes. sir. 
—Beef lard is obviously not lard.—It is a contradiction 
in terms. The fat from a pig is known as lard, and the 
fat from a beast is known as dripping.—Mr. Meynell, 
for the defence, said the facts were not in dispute. 
Wha t they sold was beef lard and it was described 
as nothing else but- beef lard. The question arose 
" Wha t was beef l a r d ? " It was agreed that lard was 
the product of the fat of hogs, and this was not sold 
as lard. It was sold as beef lard, which was a totally 
different substance. It could not possibly be lard; the 
very name showed that it could not be lard. The word 
" beef " it was suggested, showed that it was the fat 
of oxen rendered down. But as a matter of fact the 
fat of oxen rendered down was dripping and not lard. 
This was not sold as dripping; it was sold as beef lard. 
The latter was a well-known article of commerce made 
and delivered, as his witnesses would bear him out, 
under that name for some 50 or 60 years. This lard 
had been manufactured and sold as beef lard, and the 

article contained the fat of beef or mutton mixed with 
some 40 or 50 per cent.—it varied in different cases— 
of cotton seed oil. There had been a number of cases 
of the kind before different magistrates, and in not a 
single case had there been a conviction. The article 
was used for certain cooking purposes for making 
pastry, and was largely dealt in by confectioners for 
making the lighter forms of pastry. It was also used 
for frying fish. There was no misrepresentation. 
When a person asked for beef lard he got beef lard. 
He urged the Bench not to record a conviction which 
would hamper the sale, particularly at this time, of an 
important article of food.—Joseph Dunn, the manager 
of a wholesale provision firm at Manchester, said they 
were manufacturers of the beef lard in this case. Beef 
lard was composed of cotton seed oil and edible fat. 
He had been in the business for 25 to 30 years and 
thousands of tons had been manufactured. There was 
no standard for beef lard and no guarantee was re
quired. Cross-examined by Mr. Simpson the witness 
said that the law demanded no guarantee for beef lard. 
He could not say whether beef lard was well known in 
West Hartlepool or not. Dripping was about one 
penny a pound dearer wholesale than beef lard.—Mr. 
Simpson: What is the description " beef lard " sup
posed to convey to the minds of purchasers? Does it 
convey to their minds that the article sold is the pure 
art icle?—Witness: I don't know what you mean by the 
pure article.—Well, the genuine art icle?—Yes, ' cer
tainly, a genuine article of merchandise.—Evidence of 
a similar character was given by William MacLellan, 
of Messrs. Lewis and John MacLellan, Glasgow, manu
facturers of beef la rd ; Samuel Mark's, of Messrs. 
Marks and Johnson, Glasgow, manufacturers; Thomas 
Taylor, of Messrs. Percy and Haldane, Glasgow, manu
facturers ; Crosby Tutton, of Messrs. W . R. Tutton and 
Co., Manchester wholesale provision dealers; Oates 
Rushton, chairman of O. and G. Rushton, Wigan , 
wholesale provision dealers; Charles F . Fairley, 
Messrs. J. Fairley and Sons, Sunderland, oil mer
chants ; and Robert Muirhead, of Messrs. Muirhead and 
Sons, Sunderland, wholesale provision merchants. The 
general effect of the evidence of all these witnesses was 
that beef lard was the recognised designation in the 
trade of a compound containing beef fat and edible 
cotton seed oil in about equal parts, and that beef lard 
was, as Mr. Meynell had stated, more suitable than 
either lard or dripping for a number of purposes, in
cluding principally fish and potato frying, biscuit mak
ing, and also the making of confectionery.—Mrs. Sarah 
Kent, of Cumberland Street, stated that she had 
bought beef lard from defendant ever since he had sold 
it. She preferred it to dripping to bake wi th; it was 
much lighter. She also used it on her bread; with 
salt and pepper it was very nice.—A previous some
what similar prosecution at Wednesbury in September, 
1903, was frequently referred to in the course of the 
hearing of the case, and Mr. Meynell read the de
cision of the Stipendiary Magistrate in that case as 
follows: " This case arose because of the unfortunate 
name given to the compound. He would not say it 
was invented to deceive the public, but there was no 
doubt the name lent itself to deception. He, however, 
must find it was a well-known article on the market, 
and that no standard had been fixed for it. It was 
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sold as beef lard, and the purchaser received it as 
beef lard. Under these circumstances he dismissed the 
case . "—The magistrates finally retired to consider 
their decision. On their return Mr. Owen said, " The 
case is dismissed by a majority of the Bench."—Mr. 
Meynell then applied for costs. Mr. Simpson objected 
that this would be unfair seeing that the case had, as 
was obvious, been made a trade fight.—Mr. Owen 
intimated that, in view of the nature of the case, no 
costs would be allowed. 

MILK. 
Sample taken in course of Delivery by Assistant 

Inspector. Fine of £60. 
In the Edinburgh Sheriff Court on 30th April, James 

Cunningham, Dairyman, carrying on business at 56, 
Bangor Road, Leith, appeared in answer to a charge 
at the instance of Mr. Thomas Bishop, Sanitary In
spector, Leith, that he having entered into a contract 
with a firm of milk-purveyors in Leith for the sale and 
delivery to them of 6 gallons of sweet milk was on 15th 
March in the course of delivering said quantity of milk 
when samples were then and there procured by the 
Complainer by the hand of James D. Reid, his Assist
ant and Agent acting under his instructions and direc
tions, of which samples the Complainer caused ana
lysis to be made and they were found not to be samples 
of genuine sweet milk, as each sample contained less 
than 8'5 per cent. of milk solids other than milk fat. 
The Public Analyst certified that the two samples con
tained extraneous water to the extent of at least 13 and 
14 per cent. respectively. Mr. Guild (of Messrs. Guild 
and Guild, W.S . ) , appeared for accused and stated an 
objection to the relevancy of the complaint on the 
ground that it was incompetent for an Assistant In
spector to procure samples in course of delivery and 
that such samples could only legally be procured by one 
or other of the officers mentioned in Section 3 of the 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act Amendment Act, 1879. 
Mr. R. H. Miller, S.S.C., who appeared for the Sani
tary Inspector, having replied, Sheriff Orr intimated 
that he would like time to consider the point which had 
been raised and would dispose of it in the same Court 
on the 7th May. On the 7th May Sheriff Orr delivered 
judgment as follows:—" An objection was taken to the 
relevancy of this Complaint. The Complaint states 
that samples of milk were taken in the course of de
livery by the Complainer by the hand of James Douglas 
Reid, his Assistant and Agent, acting under the Com-
plainer's instructions and directions. It is said that 
this is not a relevant statement of offence, the ground 
being that Section 3 of the Food and Drugs Amend
ment Act 1879 enacts that only certain specified officials 
may procure samples of milk in the course of delivery, 
and that Reid who was described as Complainer's 
Assistant does not fall within any of the classes of 
persons mentioned in Section 3. The language of the 
Section is that the official " may procure at the place 
of delivery any sample ." I think these words are 
general, and that reading them in the ordinary sense 
there is nothing to prevent any of the Officials named 
in the section procuring a sample by the hands of any 
person authorised by him to do so. I agree with the 
Respondent 's argument that it is proper that none but 
competent persons should take such samples, but his 

argument really means that the words " may procure 
at the place of delivery any sample ," are to be read as 
meaning " may only himself take any sample ." That 
would be to narrow or restrict the language of the Sec
tion further than the words used fairly imply. I there
fore think that objection is not well founded. It is 
said that no case has occurred in Scotland raising this 
point, but there are two English cases which proceed 
upon the view which I take. The first of these is 
Horder v. Scott 1880, 5 Q.B.D. , 552. It was there 
held that the Inspector might employ a deputy to pur
chase for him. The Inspector 's Assistant in that case 
was not described as holding any qualification or 
appointment, simply as assistant. I cite the opinion 
of Mr. Justice Field as illustrating the inconvenience of 
taking the narrow reading of the section contended for 
by the Respondent. His Lordship said " I think it 
would have been a source of great inconvenience if we 
had given an opposite decision, for if an Inspector 
placed over a large district who might be required to 
visit many shops and places could not employ a Deputy 
the advantages to the public under the Act of 1875 
would be much curtai led." This case arose under 
Section 13 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act 1875 
but the enumeration of officials entitled to take samples 
under that Section is the same as those under Section 
3 of the later Act of 1879. The other case is Tyler 
v. The Dairy Supply Company, 1908 Law Times N . S . 
Vol. 98, p. 867. In that case Lord Alverstone who 
gave the leading judgment said " I agree that it is 
important that these samples for analysis should be 
taken by competent persons and I agree that it is very 
desirable that persons who take the samples should 
be responsible persons in every sense of the word, but 
in order to give effect to the argument of counsel for 
the Respondents we should have to hold that the In
spector who subsequently submits the sample to ana
lysis and therefore takes proceedings must be the 
person who has taken the sample. In other words, we 
should have to construe the words in Section 3 of the 
Act of 1879 " may procure at the place of delivery 
any sample " as meaning " may only himself take any 
sample ." If we read the language of Section 3 I 
think it is quite impossible to say that the words 
" may procure at the place of delivery any sample ," 
are not wide enough to include the procuring of a 
sample by a proper Agent. If it had been intended to 
limit these words in the way suggested I think we 
should have found much more particular language to 
limit the operations of the words " may procure at 
the place of delivery." His Lordship also stated that 
he agreed with the reasoning in Horder v. Scott. 
Mr. Guild then tendered a plea of " guilty " on behalf 
of the accused and stated that on the day on which 
the offence libelled was committed Cunningham was at 
his farm at Gorebridge. His dairy manager was also 
at the farm and the dairy was left in charge of a 
woman who, he was afraid, must have tampered with 
the milk. The woman had now been dismissed and 
Cunningham had decided to give up the dairy. He 
asked his Lordship under these circumstances to im
pose a modified penalty. Mr. R. H. Miller for the 
Complainer, stated that this was not the first time the 
same woman had been made the scape-goat and on a 
previous occasion on which the quality of the milk 
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supplied by Accused was the subject of inquiry in this 
Court, this woman had been blamed, and it was then 
stated that she had been dismissed. The curious 
thing, however, was that soon after the case was dis
posed of the woman was taken back into accused's 
employment. On this occasion he believed she had 
again been dismissed but for how long he could not 
say. In January of this year a sample of the milk 
supplied by accused was purchased in a milkshop in 
Leith. This sample was found to have been mixed 
with water, and on the Inspector asking for the usual 
explanation, the same excuse was put forward—the 
woman was blamed again. W h y was she not dis
missed then? On this occasion the Inspector, follow
ing his usual practice, had samples taken at the byres 
after supervising the milking of the cows. The non-
fatty solids in the milk as actually supplied by the cows 
was 904 per cent., and milk of this quality would 
require at least 18 per cent. of water to reduce the 
non-fatty solids to 7·30 per cent. as in the samples in 
dispute. This practically meant that the water added 
by the accused was equivalent to the addition of 17 
cows to his herd, and far from considering it a case 
for a modified penalty, he thought an exemplary penalty 
should be inflicted in order to bring home to the accused 
that this state of matters should cease. The Sheriff 
remarked that he considered this a bad case, and a 
deliberate fraud upon the public. The accused was 
fined £30 on the last occasion and the fine in this case 
would be £60 or three months imprisonment. This 
was accused's fourth offence. 

MILK. 
Extraneous Water and Deficiency in Fa t ty Solids. 

At the Hereford City Police Court on April 26th, 
before Messrs. T . Turner (in the chair), and other 
magistrates, John Burgoyne, Home Farm, Hampton 
Bishop, was summoned for selling milk which was not 
of the nature, substance and quality demanded on 
March 14th.—Mr. R. Battersby, Town Cleric, appeared 
to prosecute for the Corporation, and Mr. T. A. 
Matthews defended and pleaded guilty.—Mr. Battersby 
said the analysis showed that the milk contained 19 
per cent. of extraneous water, and was deficient in 
fatty solids to the extent of 24 per cent.—Richard Rees, 
farmer, cowkeeper and dairyman, of Hampton Green, 
said he supplied the Isolation Hospital with milk. He 
had an arrangement with Burgoyne to take milk from 
him as his own supply had gone extraordinarily short. 
In consequence of complaints he had received about 
his milk he took measures to find out which milk was 
complained of. He had reason to believe it was 
Burgoyne's. On March 14th he arranged for the milk 
from Burgoyne's to be delivered in the city.—Mr. S. 
Protheroe, Inspector under the Sale of Food and Drugs 
Acts, said that informal samples of the milk were 
taken, and in consequence of the results of the Public 
Analyst 's analyses of these samples he took official 
samples on March 14th from Miss Burgoyne, who was 
in charge of the trap.—Mr. Matthews, in explanation, 
stated that the milk day by day was placed in a large 
pan and drawn on as required, and that might 
account for the loss of fat. On this particular 
day Miss Burgoyne's mother took some milk and added 

boiling water to it for their own use on the farm. 
When Miss Burgoyne went to measure out the milk 
from the pan for Mr. Rees, she found she had not 
enough, and accordingly filled up with the milk from 
the can put aside for their own use.—Miss Burgoyne 
in the box bore out this statement.—The magistrates 
imposed a fine of £.2 with 15s. 6d. costs. 

MILK. 
Impoverished Milk supplied to the Wounded. 

At the Alcester Police Court on April 16th, Tom 
Jones, farmer, of Haselor, was summoned for selling 
milk which was not of the nature, substance and 
quality demanded. The milk was supplied for wounded 
soldiers at Alcester V.A.D. Hospital, the Union Work
house, and the Sanatorium.—Mr. Pritchard, who prose
cuted on behalf of the Warwickshire County Council, 
said having regard to the lowness of the standard for 
milk in the county the County Council looked upon 
these cases as very serious.—Mr. Edgar Palmer Grigg, 
Inspector under the Food and Drugs Acts, said that 
on Sunday, February 18th, he met defendant taking 
milk to the Alcester workhouse. There were two 
churns of milk in the float, one containing seven 
gallons, which Jones said was the morning's milk, and 
the other containing six gallons, which was stated to 
be the previous day ' s milk. Witness took samples of 
the milk, and at the same time enquired if it was all 
from 'his farm. In reply to this, Jones said he had 
purchased the seven gallons from a neighbouring 
farmer. This, on analysis, was found to be genuine 
and of good quality. From the six-gallon churn he 
also took samples, and this was found by the Public 
Analyst to contain 16 per cent. of extraneous water. 
On the following Thursday witness had an interview 
with defendant's wife, who said that after she had 
emptied her milk cans she found a little froth adher
ing to the sides. She put some water into the cans 
and washed them out putting the whole of it into the 
milk churns. The Inspector also gave evidence as to 
taking a sample from a bucket containing 30 pints 
of milk which defendant was delivering to the Alcester 
Sanatorium, and the Public Analyst's certificate showed 
that this sample contained 13 per cent. of extraneous 
water. The Inspector said he also saw defendant 
delivering milk to the Alcester V.A.D. Hospital, and 
a sample taken was found to contain 22 per cent. of 
extraneous water.—Mr. W . T. Rigby, F . I .C . , Public 
Analyst for the County of Warwick, stated that in the 
first case 1¼ gallons of water 'had been added to 5¼ 
gallons of milk of the poorest quality; in the second 
the amount of water added was half a gallon to 3¼ 
gallons of milk; and in the third half a gallon of water 
had been added to If gallons of milk.—Defendant said 
he had worked hard during the winter to keep the 
supply of milk going, and had paid over £70 to a 
neighbouring farmer on which he did not get a penny 
profit. How his wife mixed the water up with the 
milk he did not know, but she had been very worried 
about losing two sons at the war .—The Chairman said 
the magistrates looked upon these cases as very bad. It 
was most essential that these institutions should be 
supplied with absolutely pure milk.—Defendant was 
fined £6 in each case, and also ordered to pay fees, 
making a total sum of £21. 
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MILK. 
5·8 per cent. Extraneous Water. 

At the Kensington Sessions on March 20th The 
Wes t London Dairy Co., Ltd. , Spring Street, Padding-
ton, were summoned by the Kensington Borough 
Council for selling milk which was certified by the 
Public Analyst to contain 5·8 per cent. of extraneous 
water.—Inspector Nelson Males said he purchased the 
sample at the defendants' St. Alban's Road branch. It 
was a pint, and he paid 3d. for it.—Mr. Ricketts, for 
the defence, attributed the condition of the milk to the 
frosty weather. The milk came from the country with 
the top frozen. He pointed out that the company could 
not be stated to be making profits by watering the milk 
for at the end of March, 1916, they paid a dividend of 
2s. 6d. in the £, and at the end of the present month 
no dividend could be paid.—The defendants were fined 
£2 with 10s. 6d. costs. 

MILK. 
Deficiency in Fa t ty Solids. 

At the Lowestoft Police Court on March 26th, before 
Mr. G. E. Clarke and other magistrates, Edward E. 
Cork, 161, St. Margaret 's Road, was summoned for 
selling milk to the prejudice of the purchaser on 
February 7th.—The Town Clerk prosecuted.—Defend
ant pleaded not guilty.—Mr. Lawrence Howarth, In
spector under the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts, said 
that he purchased a sample of milk at defendant's 
Raglan Street shop. He sent a portion of the sample 
to the Public Analyst, who stated that the sample con
tained genuine milk 92 per cent., and milk devoid of 
fat 8 per cent.—Defendant said his defence was a total 
denial. He did not have the opportunity of having his 
sample analysed. As he heard nothing within a fort
night, he thought it was all r ight.—The Town Clerk 
said there was no rule to that effect.—The Deputy 
Magistrates ' Clerk said that proceedings must be taken 
within 28 days and the sample should be kept for that 
time.—A fine of £1 was imposed with the option of 
14 days imprisonment. 

Presence of Extraneous Water. 
At the same Court W m . Henry Adamson, 232, 

London Road South, was summoned for selling milk 
containing 6·75 per cent. of extraneous water on Febru
ary 27th. Defendant pleaded not guilty.—The Town 
Clerk prosecuted and said that the Public Analyst 's 
certificate showed that the sample contained 93¼ per 
cent., of genuine milk of the lowest quality, extraneous 
water 6¾ per cent., and 7·93 per cent. of milk solids 
other than fat, the standard being 8·5 per cent.—In
spector Howarth gave evidence as to purchasing a 
sample of milk which was divided in the usual way.— 
Defendant said he had a warranty with the milk, and 
nothing had been done to the milk. The milk, as a 
matter of fact, was not intended for sale, as they were 
cheesemakers.—The Chairman pointed out to the de
fendant that the prosecutor might have exercised his 
right to point out that this was a second offence, and 
also it was possible on a third offence that the prose
cution might ask for conviction without a fine. The 
Chairman further told him that the warranty put in 
could not be accepted. If he thought the warranty was 
valuable and perfectly orthodox, he could get his fine 

back from the person who sold the milk. But that 
was his business, and the magistrates had nothing to 
do with it.—A fine of £2, including costs, was imposed. 

MILK. 
A Double Event. 

At the West London Police Court on April 26th, 
William John Winter , of 7, Delvino Road, Fulham, 
was summoned at the instance of Mr. Charles Bristowe 
Jones, Chief Inspector to the Fulham Borough Council, 
for selling milk which was not of the nature, substance 
and quality demanded. There were two summonses 
both relating to samples of milk purchased by the 
Inspector on the morning of March 22nd. The first 
sample was taken at New Kings Road, and was certi
fied by the Public Analyst to contain extraneous water 
to the extent of seven per cent., and the second sample 
taken at Parthenia Road, contained 33 per cent. of ex
traneous water.—Mr. C. W . Radcliffe (Deputy Town 
Clark) prosecuted on behalf of the Borough Council, and 
produced the Public Analyst 's certificates.—In reply to 
the Clerk, the defendant said he admitted both offences. 
— " Is there any previous conviction?" inquired Mr. 
Biron.—Mr. Radcliffe replied that there was one 
previous conviction against the defendant.—Mr. Biron : 
Where is his shop?—Inspector Jones : He has no shop, 
sir. He lives in a private house and keeps his barrow 
and cans in a shed.—Asked what excuse he had to 
offer, the defendant said it was quite an accident. 
" It was because the tap went wrong."—Mr. Biron: 
What , the water tap?—Inspector Jones : He means the 
tap at the bottom of the churn, sir.—Defendant ex
plained that after rinsing out the churn with water he 
turned it up to let the water out, but the tap went 
wrong and all of it did not run out.—Mr. Biron: I 
can't think it was the tap. It was another tap, per
haps. I shall fine you £.2 on the first summons, with 
half a guinea costs. You will also have to pay £2 on 
the second summons. 

MILK. 
57 per cent. Deficiency in Fat ty Solid?. 

At the West London Police Court on April 5th, 
Thomas Setchfield, milk-seller, of 134, Estcourt Road, 
Fulham, was summoned for selling milk which was 
not of the nature, substance and quality demanded. 
The sample was certified by the Public Analyst to be 
deficient in fatty solids to the extent of 57 per cent. 
—Mr. Radeliffe said that on Saturday, March 3rd, a 
sample was taken from the defendant's assistant at 
Clonmel Road. A certain quantity of milk was asked 
for and after it had been supplied the Inspector came 
up and made himself known. The sample was ana
lysed by the Public Analyst and found to be deficient in 
fatty solids to the extent of 57 per cent. This was a 
very bad case, Mr. Radeliffe added, and he was in
structed to ask for a heavy penalty.—The magis ta te : 
One of those cases in which the milk sold is chiefly 
intended for babies, and contains very little nourish
ment.—The defendant said the sample was sold by his 
wife, who was doing it to help her brother, who was 
in the Army. She had supplied separated milk. He 
added that he got nothing out of it.—Inspector Jones 
said there were seven previous convictions against the 
defendant.—Defendant said he once helped the In-
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spector to capture a man who was " selling milk and 
water . "—In reply to the magistrate, the Inspector said 
that was so.—The magistrate imposed a fine of £3, 
with one guinea costs. 

MILK. 
18·6 per cent. Deficiency in Pa t ty Solids. 

At the Dunfermline Sheriff Court on May 31st, before 
Sheriff Umpherston, the Dunfermline Co-operative 
Society, Ltd., were summoned at the instance of Mr. 
William Kennedy, Inspector under the Sale of Food 
and Drugs Acts for the Burgh of Dunfermline, for 
having supplied to Inspector Kennedy on 17th April 
by the hands of William Quarrell, a milk vanman, a 
sample of milk which was not genuine, as it contained 
less than three per cent. of milk fat. The sample was 
certified by the Public Analyst to contain 2·44 per cent. 
of fatty solids which was equivalent to a deficiency in 
fatty solids of 18·6 per cent., having been deprived of 
milk fat to an extent sufficient to reduce the fat to 
2·44 per cent. The Public Analyst was of opinion that 
the sample contained 81·34 per cent. of sweet milk and 
18·66 per cent. of fat free milk.—Mr. P. M. Connell, 
who appeared on behalf of the Society, said that this 
case was very unfortunate. The Society had done 
their best to prevent anything of this sort. The 
business of selling milk by retail was carried on under 
great difficulties and disadvantages. The Society had 
carried on a large business of this kind for many years. 
Before the war they were selling milk through the 
agency of nine vanmen. They had now only three of 
these vanmen, and the Society had to get the best men 
they could to carry on the work. At present they had 
eight vanmen. The milk sold was partly from 
their own dairy at Urquhart , where they had 100 cows, 
and from 14 farmers who sent the milk with a guarantee 
every morning that it was genuine sweet milk. Pre
viously they sold sweet milk, skimmed milk, and cream, 
but since this prosecution they were only selling sweet 
milk. The farm manager desired him to mention that 
the milk which they sold came straight from the cow. 
These instructions were very explicit. He (the mana
ger) was absolutely sure that the milk which was sold 
by the vanman on that day was given to the vanman 
as it was purchased. He (the manager) was not quite 
sure from which of these farms the milk had come. 
They had been unable to find out any facts in support 
of the suggestion that the milk had been tampered 
with. The man had only been about two months with 
the Society, and the Society were suspicious about him. 
The Society had a system whereby analyses of the milk 
were made every month The Society took precau
tions that only the farm manager knew when these 
samples were taken. Where the Society suspected that 
they were being supplied with adulterated milk a 
special analysis was made. Samples of milk from four 
carts carrying milk obtained from the same source 
gave very different results from the official samples. 
One gave 3·64; one 3·40; one 3·10, and one as low as 
2 6 0 per cent. of fatty solids.—The Society sold 580 
gallons of milk daily in Dunfermline and neighbour
hood. He would like to mention that the prosecutor 
himself was a member of the Society and got a supply-
daily. The Society were very anxious to continue the 
distribution of milk in Dunfermline.—-A fine of £5 was 
imposed. 

BUTTER. 
95 per cent. of Margarine. 

At the Wes t London Police Court on April 5th, 
before Mr. Paul Taylor, proceedings were taken by 
the Fulham Borough Council at the instance of 
Council's Inspector, Mr. Charles Bristowe Jones, 
against Charles William Lockington, a grocer, of 1, 
Hazlebury Road, Fulham, who was summoned for 
selling butter which consisted, to the extent of 95 per 
cent., of margarine. There was a further summons 
for selling margarine in an unstamped wrapper.—Mr. 
C. W . Radcliffe, Deputy Town Clerk, appeared for the 
prosecution.—Mr. Radcliffe said the purchase was 
made by the Inspector 's assistant on the morning of 
Monday, March 5th. The sample was served by the 
defendant's wife, who, when the Inspector appeared 
and told her for what purpose it was intended, said, 
" I am very sorry. I made a mistake."—The de
fendant said that owing to the war his wife was attend
ing to the business. She was not so used to it as he 
was.—Mr. Radcliffe said that two other samples pur
chased at the defendant's shop were not correct.—De
fendant: My wife served each time. The magistrate 
imposed a fine of £1 for the first offence and a fine of 
2s. for selling margarine in an unstamped wrapper. 

MEAT. 
Stolen Horses. Horse Flesh in Sausages. Sentences 

of Penal Servitude. 
At the Old Bailey on May 5th, before Judge Rentoul, 

William Wakefield, carman, and William Dasher, 
dealer, were indicted on three charges of stealing 
horses and vans and their contents, the property of 
different owners in North London.—According to the 
case for the prosecution, these proceedings formed a 
sequel to a series of losses of valuable horses, in sound 
and healthy working condition, the suggestion being 
that they had been stolen for the express purpose of 
being slaughtered and dressed, the carcases being dis
posed of to Belgian butchers for human consumption, 
in the form of either sausages or as joints.—In conse
quence of information which came to the knowledge 
of the police, investigations were made, and Chief 
Inspector Neil and other officers visited stables in the 
occupation of the prisoner Dasher, at Brewery Road, 
Islington. There they found seven horses' tongues and 
several sets of harness, which, it was alleged, had been 
taken from the horses slaughtered there.—Dasher was 
arrested in bed by Detective Sergeant Read at half-
past eight o'clock in the morning at his house in 
Clarence Street, Hornsey. When told the charge 
Dasher said, " I have not been to the stables for nearly 
a fortnight. I leave my chap to look after i t . " Wake
field, when arrested, said to Inspector Neil, " I know-
nothing about the horses. They were not there be
tween four and five o'clock last night when I left."— 
Dasher, giving evidence on his own behalf, said he 
had been a horse slaughterer, but since a licence was 
required had given up the business.—" Has your busi
ness been that of buying horses, slaughtering them, 
and selling the carcases for sausage m e a t ? " asked 
counsel.—" Yes , " raid the witness.—You have, I be
lieve, two kinds of customers for the meat?—Yes. 
One takes the carcase without the bone; the other with 
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the bone. The one who takes the boneless meat also 
has the tongues.—Are there two sorts of horse sausage? 
—Yes, there is "lean hor se , " and fat, or " hanging u p " 
horse sausage.—What is "hang ing u p " horse?—Horse 
that is cut up into joints.—Evidence was called to sup
port an alibi on behalf of Dasher, the defence of the second 
prisoner being that he was merely a paid servant in 
charge of the stables.—The jury found both men guilty. 
—A third man, Hy. Wm. Phillip, who pleaded guilty 
to stealing two horses, the property of the London and 
South Western Railway, was then brought up.—Coun
sel said these van robberies had become so frequent of 
late that transport of goods had been very seriously 
affected, and the slaughtering of valuable horses in 
this way was a grave matter, as at this present time 
the animals could not be easily replaced.—Inspector 
Neil proved convictions against each of the men, who, 
he said, were the associates of a most notorious gang 
of horse stealers. On an average, six to eight horses, 
valued at £80 to £ 9 0 apiece, had been stolen weekly, 
slaughtered, and the meat sold to Belgian butchers.— 
Judge Rentoul said this was one of the worst crimes 
that could be committed at the present time when 
horses were so much needed for the service of the 
country. He sentenced Dasher to five years, and each 
of the other prisoners to three years ' penal servitude. 

MEAT. 
Diseased Meat for London Markets. 

At the Swindon Borough Police Court on May 8th, 
Charles Dee, a farmer, was charged with cruelty to a 
cow.—The prosecuting solicitor (Mr. H. Lemon) said 
that on March 30th a roan cow, in an advanced stage 
of " Johns " disease, was consigned by defendant from 
Dauntsey Station to Maiden Lane, London. At 
Swindon a foreman porter, named Turtle, noticed that 
it had fallen down in the truck, and it was in such a 
weak and emaciated condition that it was unable to 
regain its feet. Turtle, very properly, refused to allow 
the animal to go any further, and on the advice of a 
veterinary surgeon it was shot.—Inspector Nye, of the 
R.S.P.C.A. , said that the animal ought to have been 
slaughtered on the farm. To send it by rail at all was 
gross cruelty.—The Clerk (Mr. A. E. Withy) expressed 
surprise that the railway company had permitted the 
cow to be trucked, and Inspector Nye observed: " They 
are very reluctant to take the responsibility without 
having expert advice."—Mr. J. C. Coleman, veterinary 
surgeon, said the condition of the animal was obvious 
to anyone, and the wasting disease from which it was 
suffering was unquestionably of some months ' stand
ing.—The Clerk: W h a t was it fit for?—Witness : 
Absolutely nothing, but I expect it would have fetched 
£4 or £ 5 in the market, to be sold as meat in the 
poorer districts of London.—Mr. A. E . W i t h y : " Is 
this ' Johns ' disease communicable to human be ings?" 
—Witness replied in the negative, but said the effect 
of anyone eat ing the meat would be to cause digestive 
derangement and diarrhoea.—The practice was to re
move the viscera so as to render detection of disease 
very difficult. It would be impossible merely from an 
examination of the flesh to say whether a beast had 
been suffering from " Johns " disease.—He thought 
that the attention of the Local Government Board 

should be called to this matter. So long as there was 
a market for these beasts, so long would the trade con
tinue.—Defendant said that thousands of beasts like 
the one he consigned from Dauntsey were sent to the 
London markets .—The Clerk: Do you think it is a 
proper thing?—Yes, I think it is all right.—Replying 
to questions by the Bench, defendant said he bought 
the cow about a week before for £6. He knew it was 
" not quite r igh t . "—The Clerk: Have you ever bought 
animals like this before?—Defendant: Yes, hundreds. 
—And you have sent them to London through Swindon? 
—Yes.—The Bench fined defendant £10 and costs— 
£12 4s. 6d. in all. The Chairman observed that the 
Bench regarded the case " as a very serious one and if 
there had been any previous conviction it would have 
meant defendant going to prison without the option of 
a fine. The Bench are very strongly of opinion that 
this class of trade should be entirely prohibited." 

MEAT. 
Unsound Mutton. Defendant fined £60. 

At the Keighley West Riding Court on May 4th, 
Paul Bracewell, butcher, Laycock, near Keighley, was 
summoned on three informations for being in posses
sion of unsound meat for the purpose of preparation for 
s a b for human consumption. Mr. A. Neill prosecuted 
and Mr. F . W . Butterfield defended. Mr. Neill said the 
facts were that Charles Tomlinson, farmer, left a farm 
at Laycock on April 9 for a farm at Nelson. At Nelson 
he found on the premises the dressed carcase of a sheep, 
and this he took to defendant at Laycock. In the 
witness-box Tomlinson said he left it at defendant's 
discretion as to what he thought it right to do with the 
carcase. He was told at Nelson that the meat was 
sound when the sheep was killed, and the sheep ailed 
nothing. It had been killed after lambing. Mr. 
Butterfield, for the defence, said the mutton was never 
intended for sale by defendant at his shop, but for con
sumption by hens and pigs.—The Bench fined defend
ant the maximum penalty of £20 in each case, with 
costs, and also special costs of five guineas in the first 
case, and two guineas in each of the other two cases, 
the penalties, apart from the ordinary costs, being 
£69 9s. The magistrates said they considered the 
offence a most abominable and un-English crime, a 
thing that might be expected from a German, but not 
from an Englishman. 

MEAT. 
Unsound Meat for Sausages. 

At the Old Street Police Court on June 4th, John 
Albert Young, butcher, Old Ford Road, Bethnal Green, 
was summoned for depositing, for the purpose of manu
facturing sausages, 13½ pounds of beef which was un
fit for human food.—Evidence was given by the Sani
tary Inspector to the effect that the defendant's foreman 
at the factory in Bonner Street, Old Ford, admitted 
that he was able to notice that some of the meat was 
rather " h igh , " although he was suffering from a very 
severe cold.—Mr. Clarke Hall said that but for the 
opportune visit of the Inspector it might easily have 
happened that people in the neighbourhood would have 
been made seriously ill. The defendant was fined £25 
with £.3 3s. costs. 


